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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on May 29, 2007 has been received and entered. The currently 
pending claims considered below are Claims 1-28. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

b) The invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or 
in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

3. Claims 1-7, 10-13 and 15-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Granade, et al. (US 20020103881). 

Claim 1, Granade, teaches a system, comprising: an application sen/er (fig. 1/1 12) 
comprising: an application component whose data is represented in a system default 
locale (fig. 2/203; paragraph 75); 

localization logic configured to translate input parameters or return values between the 
system default locale and another locale (fig. 2/202; paragraph 42, 50 and 62); and 
interception logic configured to intercept a plurality of method calls to the application 
component (fig. 2/102; back end application); wherein the interception logic is 
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configured to invoke the localization logic and the application component in response 
to one or more of the plurality of method calls (paragraph 50 and 63; invoking the 
integration manager application passing resulting information produced to the mobile 
device). 

Claim 2, Granade teaches, 

wherein the localization logic is separate from the application component (fig. 2/203 
and 202 are separated). 

Claim 3, Granade teaches, 

wherein the application component is configured to operate on data stored in a primary 
database table in which the data is represented in the system default locale (fig. 2/210 
paragraph 37). 

Claim 4, Granade teaches, 

wherein the application component is configured to invoke one or more Java Data 
Base Connectivity methods to maintain the primary database table; the claimed 
element "Java" in (paragraph 42) of grenade reference meets the claimed limitation of 
the claim. 



\ 
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Claim 5, Granade teaches, wherein the localization logic is configured to operate on 
data stored in one or more localization database tables in which the data is 
represented in a locale other than the system default locale (fig. 2/102; paragraph 26 
and 36). 

As per claim 6, it is rejected in the same reasons as claim 4 above. 
Claim 7, Granade teaches, 

wherein the interception logic includes one or more dynamic proxies that are 
configured to intercept application component method calls before the execution of the 
method (paragraph 37). 

Claim 10, Granade teaches, a metadata file indicating the system default locale and 
translatable table Information for the application component (paragraph 38). 

As per claims 1 1 ,12, 13 15,16,17,18 and 19 , they are rejected for the same reasons as 
the claims above. 

As per claims 20, they are rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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,4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

5. Claims 8 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Granade, et al. (US 20020103881) in view of Upton (20030110315). 

Claims 8 and 14, Granade teaches a localization unit that includes methods as in claim 
1 above, wherein these method could be written in java (paragraph 42), but he does 
not explicitly discloses, 

wherein the localization logic is configured to make one or more Java reflection calls to 
detenmine whether input parameters to, or return values from the application 
component are localizable. However, in the same field of endeavor, Upton discloses a 
JSP templates that can leverage the internationalization and localization feature of the 
java platform (paragraph 99) and the use of java API reflection to determine methods 
to invoke on a request (paragraph 81 and 121). 

It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Granade's invention with Upton's invention to include java reflection 
API within the localization logic to make java refection calls to determine whether input 
parameters to, or return values from the application component are localizable, 
because it would greatly simplify the interaction with the back end database resources 
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for methods call and the return values. One would have been motivated to include 
Java reflection API in an integrated system with web access to the back end systems 
in. order to get and set the value of an object's field such as local data, even if the field 
name is unknown to your program until runtime.Therefore to get fast information 
retrieval from storage area. 

6. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Granade, et 
al. (US 20020103881) in view of Graham et al. (20020046240). 

Claim 9, Granade teaches a localization logic as in claim 1 above, but he does not 
explicitly discloses, 

wherein the localization logic configured to invoke localization functions before and 
after the execution of the method. However, in the same field of endeavor, Graham 
discloses a "GetLocale ()" method to determine a user's cunrent locale (paragraph 34) 
and a logic methods to validate and process the fields before and after invoking the 
execution of the method (paragraph 67, 68, 82, 83 and 84). It would be obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Granade's 
invention with Graham's invention to include a localization logic configured to invoke 
localization functions before and after the execution of the method, because it would 
help reduce user errors when accessing data in a storage area. One would have been 
motivated to use a validation method within a localization function in order provide 
users of client /server environment a redisplay of localized enror message associated 
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with input fields saved, so the user does not have to re-enter any valid information. 
Therefore to improve efficiency of the overall system. 

As per claims 21-28, they are rejected for the same reasons as the claims above. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed May 29. 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

As per claim 1 : 

a. Applicant argues that, " Grenade fails to teach interception logic configured to 
intercept a plurality of method calls to the application component. Wherein the 
interception logic is configured to invoke the localization logic in response to one 

or more of the plurality of method calls ". Granade teaches in (paragraph 50,63 and 
paragraph 42; applications and method functions that comprises the integration 
manager) the step of invoking the integration manager (localization logic) in response 
of calls from application functions for accessing data stored in the backend system and 
passing resulting information produced back to the mobile device. This middleware 
sitting between the interception logic (backend systems) and the front end application is 
always invoked during client request for access to data stored in the back end systems. 
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Therefore this teaching of Granade's reference meets the claimed limitation of the 
claim. 

b. Applicant argues that "there is no teaching or suggestion in Granade that the 
integration manager 202 is configured to invoke the localization component 210". The 
examiner disagrees since, in (paragraph 80) Granade teaches "configuring the system 

to operate ". Therefore this claimed element of Granade's reference meets the 

claimed limitation of the claim. 

As per claim 1 1 , 

a. applicant argues that " Granade fails to teach or suggest any method 
comprising creating a dynamic proxy". The examiner disagrees since, grenade teaches 
using Java and CORBA in (paragraph 42). The reason that "JAVA" and "CORBA" are 
used is to dynamically generate proxies. Therefore these claimed elements of 
Granade's reference meet the claimed limitation of the claim. 

b. applicant argues that " Granade fails to teach a method comprising modifying 
a service locator to return an interface to the proxy". The examiner disagrees since, in 
(paragraph 36) Granade teaches, "updating information on the back end applications" . 
This claimed element of Granade's reference suggests changes in the service locator, 
therefore meets the claimed limitation of the claim. 
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As per claim 1 2, applicant argues that Granade fails to teach or suggest a method 
comprising determining whether input parameters or retum values associated with the 
method call are localizable". The examiner disagrees since, Granade teaches "a default 
process if information obtained from the mobile device is not localizable (paragraph 36- 
38). Therefore this teaching of Granade's reference suggests the claimed limitation of 
the claim. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of 
this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
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communications from the examiner should be directed to Exr. Abdou Seye whose 
telephone number is (571) 270-1062. The examiner can normally be reached 
Monday through Friday from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, contact the 
examiner's supervisor, William Thomson at (571) 272-3718. The fax phone number for 
formal or official faxes to Technology Center 3600 is (571) 273-8300. Draft or informal 
faxes, which will not be entered In the application, may be submitted directly to the 
examiner at (571) 273-6722. 



or proceeding should be directed to the Group Receptionist whose telephone number 
is (571) 272-3600 

AKS 

August 14, 2007 



Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 




